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REMARKS 

Claims 1-42 are pending in the application. In view of the foregoing amendments and 
following remarks. Applicants respectfully request allowance of this application. 

CLAIMS 1-27 AND 42 ARE PATENTABLE OVER PRIOR ART, 

Qaims 1, 14, 8, 18, 24 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Organ (U.S. Patent No. 6,649,741) in view of Deome (U.S. Patent No. 
6,512,989). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claims 1, 18, and 42 recite, in part: 

comparing the processed analog data with the processed digital data; 

evaluating the compared data; and 

evaluating the electronic device based on the evaluated data. 

Additionally, claim 14 recites, in part: 

a comparison unit for comparing the processed analog data with the processed 
digital data, 

a first evaluation unit for evaluating the compared data; and 
a second evaluation unit for evaluating the electronic device. 

Neither Organ nor Deome teaches or suggests these claimed features. In particular. Organ 
does not teach or disclose comparing the processed analog data with the processed digital data. 
Additionally, Organ fails to disclose or teach evaluating the compared data or evaluating the 
electronic device based on the evaluated data. The Office Action recognizes that Organ is 
deficient in this regard. 

The Office Action asserts that Deome discloses "comparing the processed analog data; 
evaluating the compared data; and evaluating the electronic device based on the evaluated 
data" by citing to Deome col. 10, lines 9-49 and col. 11, lines 31-43. Applicants respectfully 
disagree. In col. 10, lines 9-49, Deome discloses an "Analog Waveform Editor" (AWE) interface, 
which is used for editing both an analog capture waveform and a digital capture waveform. 
The AWE interface includes certain fields to provide information regarding the waveform that is 
being edited and displayed. However, nowhere in Deome does it disclose comparing the 
processed analog data with the processed digital data. Moreover, from col, 10, line 50 to col. 
11, line 43, Deome discloses analog source that receives a digital signal for testing a mixed 
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signal device under test (DUT). In such case, Deome converts the digital signal to an analog 
signal to transmit to the DUT as an input, and converts an analog output from the DUT to a 
digital signal and stores the converted digital signal in memory. Deome, however, mentions 
nothing about evaluating the compared data, or evaluating the electronic device based on the 
evaluated data. Thus, neither Organ nor Deome discloses or teaches the claimed subject 
matter of claims 1, 14, 18, and 42. 

Accordingly, Independent claims 1, 14, 18, and 42 are allowable over the cited art. For 
the same reasons, claims 2-13, 15-17, and 18-27, which depend from independent claims 1, 14, 
and 18, respectively, are also allowable. Reconsideration and withdrawal of various rejections 
of claims 1-27 and 42 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 28-41 are patentable over prior art. 

Claims 28-31, 33-34 and 36-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Organ, Deome, Sauer et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,951,704), and Grochowski et 
a!., "Integrated Circuit Testing for Quality Assurance in Manufacturing: History, Current Status, 
and Future Trends, 1997 IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems-II: Analog and Digital 
Signal Processing, Vol. 44, No. 8 August 1997. 

Claims 28 and 37 recite, in part: 

comparing the processed analog data with the processed digital data; 

evaluating the compared data; and 

evaluating the electronic device based on the evaluated data. 

Additionally, claim 33 recites, in part: 

a virtual comparison unit, emulating an actual comparison unit, for comparing 
the processed analog data with the processed digital data; 
a first virtual evaluation unit, emulating an actual evaluation unit, for evaluating 
the compared data; and 

a second virtual evaluation unit, emulating an actual evaluation unit, for 
evaluating the virtual device. 

The cited art does not teach or suggest this subject matter. As discussed with respect to claims 
1-27 and 42, Organ and Deome do not disclose or teach these claimed features. Moreover, 
neither Sauer nor Grochowski overcomes these deficiencies. 
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Sauer discloses emulator software for testing a semiconductor device by comparing the 
test output and the expected data. Sauer, at best, discloses a comparator circuit that compares 
the test output with the expected data. Sauer, however, fails to disclose or teach comparing 
the processed analog data with the processed digital data; evaluating the compared data; 
and/or evaluating the electronic device based on the evaluated data. 

Grochowski also does not make up the deficiencies of Sauer, Organ, and/or Deome. 
Grochowski discloses a method for testing an analog signal. Once tested, the analog signal is 
converted to a digital representation so that the converted digital signal can be monitored by 
the testing device. Grochowski, however, discloses nothing about comparaing the processed 
analog data and the processed digital data. Additionally, Grochowski also fails to mention either 
evaluating the compared data or evaluating the electronic device based on the evaluated data. 

In sum, none of the cited references discloses, teaches, or suggests the claimed subject 
matter of independent claims 28, 33, and 37. Thus, any alleged combination of these cited 
references fails to render these claims obvious. Accordingly, independent claims 28, 33, and 37 
are allowable over the cited art. Claims 29-32, 34-36, and 38-41, which depend from 
independent claims 28, 33, and 37, respectively, are also allowable over the cited art. 
Reconsideration and withdrawal of the §103(a) rejections is respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants respectfully submit that all pending claims are in condition for allowance and 
respectfully requests that the Examiner issue a notice of allowance. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees under 37 C.F.R. §§ 
1.16 and 1.17, or credit any overpayment to Kenyon & Kenyon Deposit Account No. 11-0600. 

Should there be any questions concerning this matter, the Examiner is invited to contact 
Applicants' undersigned attorney. 



KENYON & KENYON 
1500 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 700 

Washington, D.C. 20005-1257 
Tel: (202) 220-4200 
Fax: (202)220-4201 



Respectfully submitted. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 
3/24/2004 has been entered. 

Claims 1-43 are pending. 

Response to Amendment 

The examiner acknowledges the amendments to Claims 1 . 14, 18, 28, 33. 37 
and 42. 

Response Re: Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
1 . In response to Claims 1-4, 14-17, 18-21 and 42, and after amendment to Claims 
1 , 14, 18, 28, 33, 37 and 42, the applicant argues that Gohringer does not teach or 
suggest the claimed features of the applicant; specifically, Gohringer does not teach or 
suggest applying a test signal with analog, digital, and differential components. The 
examiner agrees, and therefore withdraws the rejection of Claims 1 , 14, 18 and 42. And 
because the subject claims are allowable over the cited art, Claims 2-13, 15-17. and 19- 
27, which depend from Claims 1,14 and 18 are also withdrawn. 
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Response Re: Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. In response to Claims 28-31 , 33, 34, 36, and 37-41 , and after amendment to 
Claims 1 , 14. 18, 28, 33, 37 and 42, the applicant argues that the references of Sauer 
and Grochowski fails to teach or suggest the claimed features of the applicant; 
specifically, the refernces do not teach or suggest applying a test signal with analog, 
digital, and differential components. The examiner agrees, and therefore withdraws the 
rejection of Claims 28, 33 and 37. And because the subject claims are allowable over 
the cited art, Claims 29-32. 34-36, and 37-41. which depend from Claims 28, 33 and 37 
are also withdrawn. 

The examiner reiterates at this time that Claims 1-42, withdrawn as detailed 
above, stand pending in this action below. 

C/a/m Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomis the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966). that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made In order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e). (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 1, 14, 8, 18. 24 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Organ et al.. U.S. Patent No. 6449741 . and in view of Deome et al., 
U.S. Patent No. 6512989. 
As per Claims 1 . 14. 18 and 42: 

Organ et al. teaches a method of testing, including a programmable medium, an 
electronic device (see Abstract and column 34 line 51 ) based on the apparatus, said 
method and apparatus comprising: applying to the electronic device input test signals 
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(see Abstract) having an analog signal component (FIG.1 22), a digital signal 
component (FIG.1 20), and a differential signal component (column 8 lines 15-16); and 
monitoring the response of the electronic device on a tester receiver to obtain digital 
data (column 8 lines 65-68 and column 8 line 1), and processing the digital data 
(column 33 lines 60-62) and comparing the processed digital data (column 8 lines 10- 
11). And as per column 33 lines 30-42, analog and digital testing is performed 
independently simultaneously. Organ however fails to teach specifically the analog 
monitoring and processing of the DUT. In an analogous art. Deome et al. does teach 
these features. Deome et al. teaches monitoring the response of the electronic device 
on a differential monitoring device to obtain analog data (column 10 lines 9-49); 
processing the analog data (column 10 lines 9-49 and column 12 lines 50-54). 
comparing the processed analog data evaluating the compared data (column 10 lines 9- 
49); and evaluating the electronic device based on the evaluated data (column 1 1 lines 
31-43). Deome et al., in column 3 lines 16-38 relates the advantages of the invention as 
being a v\^ay to test both digital and analog functions on a DUT with one control pattern. 
And one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, motivated to apply the 
advantages of Deone et al. as suggested, would combine the two references, and so 
the claims are rejected. 
As per Claims 8 and 24: 

Organ et al. further teaches the method as claimed in claim 1 and 18, wherein 
processing the analog data and the digital data comprises determining the rise time and 
the fall time of a signal in the response of the electronic device (Organ et al.. column 32 
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lines 46-56). And in view of the previously mentioned motivation, the claims are 
rejected. 

4. Claims 9 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Organ et a!., U.S. Patent No. 6449741, and Deome et al., U.S. Patent No. 6512989 as 
applied to Claim 1 and 18 above, and further In view of Grochowski et al., "Integrated 
Circuit Testing for Quality Assurance in Manufacturing: History, Current Status, and 
Future Trends", 1997, IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems-ll: Analog and Digital 
Signal Processing, Vol. 44, No. 8, August 1997. Grochowski et al. teaches the method 
as claimed in claim 1 , wherein processing the analog data and the digital data 
comprises determining the ranges of rise times and of fall times within a signal in the 
response of the electronic device (Grochowski et al., page 626, column 2 6^ 
paragraph). And, on page 61 0 column 2 of Grochowski et al., the advantages of driving 
down the cost of testing and minimizing the number of bad devices are an object of the 
paper. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time this invention was made, motivated as suggested by both Sauer et al. and 
Grochowski et al., to combine the references above, and so the claims are rejected. 

5. Claims 10-13, 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Organ et al., U.S. Patent No. 6449741, and Deome et al., U.S. 
Patent No. 6512989 as applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of Infomiation 
relating to differential oscilloscope usage, interfaces using GPIB, and eye diagram 
outputs; http://www.tek.com/site/Ds/0..55-1661 5-SPECS EN.O0.html (previously 
referenced in the examiner's 1'' office action). This reference is a product information 
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bulletin published by Tektronix Corporation describing RT-Eye™ Serial Data 
Compliance and Analysis software related to the TDS6000 and TDS7000 digital 
oscilloscope, which is marketed by the company. Included in this product is the 
capability to; monitoring an eye diagram, determining a rise time and a fall time of a 
signal in the eye diagram, determining the ranges of rise times and of fall times within a 
signal in eye diagram, and monitoring boundary conditions in the eye diagram (see 
product bulletin). The bulleting boasts of real time eye rendering with custom report 
generation. One with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, motivated by 
this bulletin, would combine the references, and so the claims are rejected. 
6. Claims 2, 3,4. 15, 16, 17. 19. 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Organ et al., U.S. Patent No. 6449741, and In view of Deome 
et al., U.S. Patent No. 6512989 as applied to Claims 1 , 14 and 18 above, and further in 
view of Gohringer. U.S. Patent No. 5909186. 
As per claims 2, 15, and 19: 

Gohringer teaches a method, system, and apparatus wherein analog data feeds 
back for use in processing digital inputs, and digital data feeds back for use in 
processing analog inputs. In his claim 4, he takes a digital counter based on an digital 
signal received from the DUT, converts it to analog value, and applies the analog signal 
to the analog input of the DUT. In claim 15 he takes a digital value based on an analog 
signal received from the DUT, and applies the digital value, which has been modified, to 
the digital input of the DUT. And Gohringer, in column 4 lines 66-67 and column 5 lines 
1-2, boasts that the invention provides a quicker and more cost-effective apparatus and 



Application/Control Number: 09/883. 1 90 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2133 

method of testing mixed-signal devices. One with ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention, motivated by Gohringer, would apply all references mentioned, and so the 
claims are rejected. 
As per claims 3. 4, 16, 17, 20, and 21: 

Gohringer compares and evaluates the outputs from the DUT and re-iterates the 
test process with different input values until testing is stopped by an enror or reaching a 
predetermined value. Gohringer claim 15 teaches this by claiming the following steps: 
(1) providing a signal, (2) performing test operation, (3) converting DUT output, (4) 
incrementing count until equal, (5) evaluating DUT, (6) repeating all until error. And one 
with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, motivated by Gohringer as 
previously recited above, would apply all references mentioned, and so the claims are 
rejected. 

7. Claims 5, 6. 22, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Organ et al., U.S. Patent No. 6449741 , and Deome et al.. U.S. 
Patent No. 6512989 as applied to claims 4 and 21 above, and further in view of Sauer 
et al. U.S. Patent 5951704. Wherein Organ et al. teaches a mixed signal tester, with 
applied signals that can be varied through a feedback loop with the monitoring 
unit(FIG.3), the reference does not teach varying frequency and level of the input 
signals to the DUT as in above claims 5, 6, 22, and 23. However, Sauer et al., in an 
analogous art, further teaches, "...various parameters are specified such as frequency, 
waveform, delay time and amplitude of the test signal to be applied to each terminal of 
the semiconductor device...". And Sauer et al., in column 3 lines 23-50 recites 



Application/Control Number 09/883.190 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2133 

advantages of the invention to be means for evaluating and debugging test protocols 
without the use of hardware. One with ordinary sl<ill In the art at the time of the 
invention, motivated by Sauer et al., would combine the referenced art, and so the 
claims are rejected. 

8. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Organ et 
a!.. U.S. Patent No. 6449741 . and in view of Deome et al., U.S. Patent No. 6512989 as 
applied to Claim 1, and further in view of G. Cauffet et al.. Digital Oscilloscope 
Measurements in High Frequecncy Power Electronics, IEEE, reference 0-7803-0640- 
6/92, pages 445 - 447. Whereas Organ et al. teaches the tester using standard tester 
measurement hardware (FIG.1), Cauffet et al. explicitly discloses "associating a digital 
oscilloscope for acquisition, to a work station for control, corections, mathematical 
processing, and presentation" (paragraph 3), in measurements of high frequency power 
electronics. And Cauffet et al. cites the evolving problem of more complicated electrical 
measurements being required by modem circuits in the Abstract of the paper, and 
wherein the differential oscilloscope has become a major investigation tool. One having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have been motivated 
by the advantage described by Cauffet et al., and one would have attached a digital 
oscilloscope to a tester as in Organ et al., and so the claim is rejected. 

9. Claims 28-31 , 33-34, 36-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Organ et al., U.S. Patent No. 6449741, Deome et al., U.S. Patent No. 
6512989, Sauer et al., U.S. Patent No. 5951704, and Grochowski et al., "Integrated 
Circuit Testing for Quality Assurance in Manufacturing: History, Current Status, and 
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Future Trends", 1997, IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems-ll: Analog and Digital 
Signal Processing, Vol. 44, No. 8, August 1997. 

As per all of the above-mentioned claims. Organ et al. and Deome et al. teach 
the equipment characteristics of the virtual test system but the references do not tech 
the emulator. In analogous art, Sauer et al. substantially teaches a method and a 
system for programming an emulator (see Abstract), which encompasses virtual 
hardware to generate test signals, a virtual device attached to the virtual test head, and 
a device emulator which outputs to an emulated comparator (column 2 lines 23-68 and 
column 3 lines 1-50). The result is a totally virtual test system for developing the present 
tester protocol and changes thereof, tester hardware changes, device design and 
modification, all without using the hardware of the test system (column 9, lines 42 - 53, 
and column 10, lines 4 - 67). And Sauer et al., in column 3 lines 23-50 recites 
advantages of the invention to be means for evaluating and debugging test protocols 
without the use of hardware. But not explicitly disclosed is the use of a general-purpose 
computer in the Sauer et al. invention, as claimed in this application. 

However, in an analogous art, Grochowski at al., is quoted in the publication as 
follows; "Computer models that emulate the ATE are being developed to be 
incorporated into the same CAD tools used during the design phase. This will allow the 
test engineer to exercise the model for OUT (i.e., SPICE or HDL) within an emulated 
test environment." (page 619 line 6). This statement specifically points to a general- 
purpose computer driven system. And, on page 610 column 2 of Grochowski et al., the 
advantages of driving down the cost of testing and minimizing the number of bad 
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devices are an object of the paper. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time this invention was made, motivated as 
suggested by both Sauer et al. and Grochowski et a!., to combine the references above, 
and so the claims are rejected. 

10. Claims 32, 35 and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Organ et al., U.S. Patent No. 6449741 , and in view of Deome et al., U.S. Patent 
No. 6512989, Sauer et al.. U.S. Patent No. 5951704. and Grochowski et al., "Integrated 
Circuit Testing for Quality Assurance in Manufacturing: History, Current Status, and 
Future Trends", 1997, IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems-ll: Analog and Digital 
Signal Processing, Vol. 44. No. 8, August 1997 as applied to Claims 28, 33, and 37 
above, and further in view of G. Cauffet et al., Digital Oscilloscope Measurements in 
High Frequecncy Power Electronics, IEEE, reference 0-7803-0640-6/92, pages 445 - 
447. Whereas Organ et al. teaches the tester using standard tester measurement 
hardware (FIG.1). Cauffet et al. explicitly discloses "associating a digital oscilloscope for 
acquisition, to a work station for control, corrections, mathematical processing, and 
presentation" (paragraph 3), in measurements of high frequency power electronics. And 
Cauffet et al, cites the evolving problem of more complicated electrical measurements 
being required by modern circuits in the Abstract of the paper, and wherein the 
differential oscilloscope has become a major investigation tool. One having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made would have been motivated by the 
advantage described by Cauffet et al., and one would have attached a digital 
oscilloscope to a tester as in Organ et al.. and so the claims are rejected. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tlie 
examiner should be directed to John P Trimmings whose telephone number is 703-305- 
0714. The examiner can nomnally be reached on Monday through Thursday, 7:30 AM 
to 6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Albert DeCady can be reached on 703-305-9595. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Infomiation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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